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Abstract

This reportprovidesa measuref relatively objective evaluationof our AT T-Metaapproactio conduct-
ing someof the reasoningneededn the understandingf metaphoricautterances.The approachs
partiallyimplementedn our ATT-Metasystem althoughthe reportdoesnot evaluatethe systemitself.
The approachand systemare not describedn detail here. The utterance®f mostinterestin this re-
port are map-transcendingnes: that is, onesthat reston metaphoricalviews (conceptuametaphors)
thatarefamiliar to the understandébout transcendheviews by usingaspect®f the source-domaithat
are not handledby the between-domaimappingsthe metaphoricaliews involve. The evaluationof
the ATT-Meta approachin this reportconsistsof shaving how the approachcould extract important
target-domaininformationfrom mundane plausibly-map-transcendingetaphoricautterancegbased
on familiar views) that arelisted in the authors databankof real-discoursexamplesof metaphoifor
mentalstatesandprocessesThereportshowvs thatthe approactsuccessfullyproducesvhatthe author
claimsto be the main piecesof informationcorveyed by the examples. The reportalsovindicatesthe
ATT-Metastancehatmetaphoricamappingshouldby default not be extendedo copewith aspect®of
utteranceshatarethosemappingsdo not dealwith: rather within-source-domaimeasoningshouldbe
usedto link thoseaspectdo source-domaimspectshatthosemappingsio dealwith.



1 Intr oduction

The aim of this reportis to provide a measuref objective evaluationof the “ATT-Meta” approacho con-
ductingsomeof the reasoningneededn the understandingf metaphoricalutterances.This approachs
partially implementedn the ATT-Meta system. The approachand systemwill not be describedn detail
here—thereadelis referredto otherpapergBarnderetal., 1996;Barnden,1998a,bBarndent Lee, 1999,
2001a). The presentreportis intendedasan adjunctto anothenechnicalreport(Barnden& Lee, 2001a),
andalthoughthepresenbneis self-containedt is bestreadafterabsorbinghelesstechnicalportionsof the
otherreport.

The metaphoricaltterance®f mostinterestin th ATT-Metaprojectareonesl call map-tanscending
they reston metaphoricaliiews (conceptuametaphorsjhatarefamiliar to the understandebut transcend
them by using source-domairconceptsnot handledby the between-domaimappingsthe metaphorical
views involve. A possibleexampleis “McEnroe staned Connorsto death”whenusedasa descriptionof
atennismatch. A metaphoricaview of SPOR AS COMBAT might be familiar to the understandeiand
thatview might mapcombat-domairconceptsuchaskilling to taget-domainconceptsuchasdefeating.
However, the existing mappingmight not containary mappingrelationshipthat mapsthe source-domain
concepbf starvingsomeone(l regarda mappingto be a setof mappingrelationshipseachof which maps
anaspecbf thesourcedomainto anaspecof thetargetdomain.)

For map-transcendingtterancesasedon familiar metaphoricalviews, the ATT-Meta approachad-
vocatespossibly-&tensve inferencingin the termsof the sourcedomainof the metaphoricaview, while
avoiding asfar aspossiblethe extensionof the mappingdo dealwith the map-transcendingource-domain
aspect®f the utterance Map-etensionis regardedasan exceptionalactionundertakn only whenspecial
needsf discoursaunderstandindprceit to take place.

The source-domainnferencingis donein an attemptto derive, from the source-domaimeaningof
the utterancejnformationthatcan be corvertedby the existing source-to-taget mappinginto information
aboutthe tamgetdomain. The source-domaimferencingis donewithin a special,protectedcomputational
ervironment! call a pretencecocoon. SeeFigure1l. The cocooncanbe thoughtof heuristicallyasthe
belief spaceof a hypotheticalagentwho believesthatthe source-domaimeaningof the utterancads true.
This approachwill becomeclearerin the examplesand diagramsbelow. In the above starvingexample,
the source-domaimeaningis that McEnroestaned Connorsto deathin the real, biological sense.The
inferencingwithin the cocooncanthenestablishthat McEnroekilled Connors.The existing mappingcan
thenbeappliedto derive, in thetargetdomainandoutsidethecocoon the hypothesishatMcEnroedefeated
Connordgn thematch.Otherinferencesouldbe madewithin thecocoononthebasisof thedetailedform of
killing thatstarvingsomeoneonstitutesandsomeresultinginferencesnightbe mappedver to thetarget
domainby additionalexisting mappingrelationships.

Thereis a greatdeal of understanderelaivity in the ATT-Metaapproacho metaphomunderstanding.
For onething, the questionof whethera metaphoricalview is familiar or not is an understanderelaive
issue.However, unlessotherwiseindicatedl assumehatthe particularviews mentionedn this reportare
familiar to ordinaryEnglishspealrs. The assumptions basedpartly on the high frequeng with which |
have obsered someof theviews beingusedin mundanediscoursepartly on intuition, partly on claimsof
othermetaphotheoristssuchasLakoff asto whatviews arecorventional(andasillustratedin compendia
suchasthe MasterMetaphorList—Lakoff, 1994),andpartly by lookingin dictionariesor the phraseology
usedin utterances.

Thereis furtherunderstanderelativity in thequestiorof whatparticularmappingrelationshipbetween
sourceandtagetareincludedin viewing somethingA assomethingB. For example differentunderstanders



maydiffer in detailonwhatametaphoricaliew of IDEAS AS PLANTS amountdo. | havetriedtoinclude
in theview only thosesource/taget mappingrelationshipghatseemo be neededn mary exampled have
encountered.

| alsoassumehatstockEnglishmetaphoricaphraseologyi.e., phraseologyhatis frequentlyoccurring
and quite fixed, suchas “see the problem”) use metaphoricaliews that are familiar to typical English
understanderandthatthe source-domaimonceptsisedin the phraseologyaremappedoy the mappings,
sothatthephraseologyloesnot countasmap-transcending.

Additionally, | will only considerexamplesin which the metaphoricityis plausiblynot sidelinedfor an
ordinaryEnglishspealkr. For example,anunderstandemighthave asports-domaitexiconsensdor “kill, ”
sothathe/she/itouldusethatsensan understandinghe sentencéMcEnroekilled Connors”in thetennis
contet. Thiswould circumwentthe needto proceedvia asensef kill in thebiologicalcombatdomainand
amappingfrom thatdomainto the domainof sport. Clearly whetherthe metaphoricityof anutterances
sidelinedor notis againanunderstanderelaive mattert

Theevaluationof the ATT-Metaapproachn thisreportconsistf shaving how theapproactcouldex-
tractimportanttarget-domainnformationfrom (simplified versionsof) plausibly-non-sidéhed, plausibly-
map-transcendingietaphoricautterancegbasedon familiar views) that arelisted in a databankof real-
discourseexamplesof metaphorfor mentalstatesandprocesseéBarndenn.d.). Anotherconstrainton my
selectionof exampleswasthat| wantedthemto comefrom mundanediscoursepr at leastto be plausi-
ble candidatedor mundanealiscourse.By mundaneadiscoursd meandiscoursan corversationspopular
magazinearticles,popularnovels, news articles,popularscienceexts andotherfactualtexts for wide con-
sumptionby the public.

The ATT-Metaapproachs not asit standsa specific,completemodelof metaphounderstandinglt is
parametrizedy whaterer views arefamiliar to a particularunderstandemwhat mappingrelationshipsare
includedin eachfamiliar view, andwhatdirect, lexicon senseshe understandehnasfor words. Thus,it is
importantto understandhatthe purposeof this reportis not to establishthatary particularmetaphorical
views arefamiliar to typical understanderghat ary particularmappingrelationshipsappeaiin particular
views, or thatthe metaphoricityin ary particularexampleis not sidelinedfor typical understandersThe
purposeis to shaw that, given particulardecisionsaboutwhatis familiar, whatis mappedandwhatis not
sidelined the ATT-Metaapproackcansucceedn draving usefulinformationaboutthe targetdomainfrom
a metaphoricalutterance;and alsoto shav that very little hasto be includedin the mappingsin order
to getgreatability to draw out suchinformation. The lesssideliningwe assumeandthe fewer mapping
relationshipsve includein ametaphoricaview, the morethe power of theapproachs demonstrated.

| believe the discussiorof the individual examplesbelov coversthe maininformationalcontrikutions
that the examplesmake concerningthe target domainsof the utterances.In mostcased doubtthatthe
suggesteihformationalcontritutionsarecontroversial.

The plan of therestof the reportis asfollows. Section2 summarizesanimportantadditionalfeature
of the treatmentof source/taget mappingsin the ATT-Meta approach. Section3 explains why certain
metaphoricakiews in the databankare not coveredin the presentreport. Sectiond appliesATT-Metato
onedatabanlexamplefor eachview covered.Section5 summarizesheperformancef theapproactonthe
examples.

The implementedATT-Meta systemhas not beenappliedto the examplesin this report. However,
Lee & Barnden(2001)evaluatethe systemitself, aswell asthe approachpy applyingit to real-discourse
utterancedasedn mostof themetaphoricaliews aboutmentalstate/processélatarelistedin the Master

1Obsenre thatwe canstill regard“McEnroekilled Connors”asbeingmetaphoricafor theunderstandeaslongasthebiological-
combat-domaimouteis in principleavailableto theunderstander



MetaphorList (Lakoff, 1994). SeealsoBarnden& Lee (2001a,b)for detaileddescriptionsof how the
implementedsystemitself works on somesimplified real-discoursexamplesfrom the databank Barnden
(2001)evaluateghe approachbut againnot the systemy applyingit to selectedexamplesfrom Goatly’s
(1997)comprehense, detailedsuney of typesof metaphoricalanguage Althoughthe examplesin these
variouspapersgxceptthelast,concentrat®n metaphoiof mind, theapproactis in noway limited to such
metaphar

2 View-Neutral Mapping Adjuncts

Barnder& Lee(2001a)specifyvariousview-neutal mappingadjunctsVNMAS). Theseprovide additional
mappingrelationshipghat apply by default, whatever particularmetaphoricaview is at hand. They are
parasiticon otherthingsthataremappedjn the sensehatthey areall of theform: if such-and-sucthings
aremappedrom the pretencento reality spacethenalsosuch-and-sucthingsaremapped.

Oneof thesimplestYNMAs is the Negation VNMA, which stateghatif a within-pretenceroposition
Pis mappednto reality spacego becomeapropositionR there thenthe negationof P is alsomappedandis
mappedo thenegationof R. For example,if thepropositionthatMcEnroekilled Connords mappedo the
propositionthathe defeatedConnorsthen,by virtue of the VNMA, theview alsomapsthe propositionthat
McEnroedid notkill Connorsto the propositionthathe did not defeatConnors.Relatedly the Qualitative
DegreeVNMA mapsidenticallythe qualitative degreeto which propertiesandrelationshipsold.

The Causation/Abilit\NMA identically mapspropertiesandrelationshipsuchascausationgnable-
ment,disenablemengbility, assitancehindranceandeasinesskFor example,considerthe within-pretence
propositionthat McEnroes combatactionsenabledMcEnroeto kill Connorseasily If the metaphorical
view mapscombatactionsto tennisactionsandkilling to defeatingthenthis propositionis mappedo the
propositionin reality-spacdghatMcEnroes tennisactionsenabledvicEnroeto defeatConnorseasily

The Chang VNMA mapsa changeaventthatappliesto somewithin-pretencestateto a changeavent
applyingto thecorrespondingeality-spacetateif any. TheEvent-Shap¥NMA identicallymapsaspectual
featuresof events/situations/poasses in the pretencesuchaswhetherthey have a startor end,or arein-
termittent,to correspondingvents/situationsfpces®sif ary in thereality space.The Time-Oder VNMA
identicallymapsthetime orderof eventsin the pretence The Duration VNMA identicallymapsqualitative
durationsof events.

The Mental/EmotionalStatesVNMA mapsthe mental/emotionastateof within-pretenceagentsover
to mental/emotionadtatesof correspondingeality-spacegentsijf ary. Thementalattitude(e.g. belief) or
the quality of the emotion(e.g. anger)is presered, but the propositionalcontent,if ary, may be modified
by othermappingrelationshipsThe Value-lidgmeniNMA identicallymapsvalue-judgmentge.g.by the
understanderboutwithin-pretencehypotheses.

TheFunctionVNMA identicallymapsthefunctions(i.e., purposesened) of entities.

FurtherVNMAs andmorerefineddescriptionsaregivenin Barnden& Lee (2001a).Our VNMAs are
inspiredin partby, but aredifferentfrom, postulatesiboutmappingputforwardby otherauthorsasdetailed
in Barnden& Lee(2001a).



3 Choiceof Metaphorical Viewsand Examples

Barnden& Lee(2001a,b)give detailedapplicationsof the ATT-Metaapproachandindeedthe ATT-Meta
systemitself, to examplesthatusethe metaphoricalziews of MIND AS PHYSICAL SFACE, IDEAS (OR
EMOTIONS)AS PHYSICAL OBJECTSandMIND PARTSAS PERSONSOR OTHERANIMATE BE-
INGS). Thesearethreeof the main metaphoricaviews in the databank.l thereforeomit themfrom the
presenteport.

Also, Barnden& Lee (2001a,b)addresghe very commonlyusedview IDEAS AS INTERNAL UT-
TERANCESto someextent. | omit further discussiorof this view in the presenteportbecausehereare
compleities of analysigBarnden1997)thatdesere alengthiertreatmenthanis appropriatéhere.

| omit discussiorof variousotherviews, asfollows:

¢ MIND AS WORLD-DEFINER:
again,becausef complities of analysis

¢ EMOTIONAL-MIND AS PHYSICAL SFACE:
becausé¢heconsiderationaresimilarto thosefor MIND AS PHYSICAL SFACE

e IDEAS AS EXTERNAL UTTERANCES:
becauséehe databankcontainsfew examplesof it andl amnot confidentthatit would be familiar to
understanders

e |IDEAS AS SHARABLE COMMODITIES:

becausehe databankcontainsonly two examplesof it andandthey do not exhibit interestingmap-
transcendence

e COGNIZINGAS INTERACTINGWITH NON-MENTAL ENTITIES:

becausehe examplesin the databankmerely use stock phraseologyand are thereforenot map-
transcending.

| alsoomittheexamplesn the Miscellaneou$/letaphorssectionof thedatabankThatleavestheremaining
metaphoricaViews for discussion:

IDEAS AS POSSESSIONS
IDEAS AS PERSONSOR OTHERANIMATE BEINGS
IDEAS AS EXTERNAL ENTITIES
COGNIZING AS SEEING
MIND AS ANIMATE BEING ORLIVING BODY
MIND AS[INANIMATE] PHYSICAL OBJECT

We will take thesein theorderlisted.



4 Treatmentof the ChosenExamples

For eachview | have chosenan exampleof intermediataichnesscompleity anddifficulty. The simplest
examplesdn thedatabanKor a givenview aretypically justusesof stockphraseologyandl assumehatthe
utterancesarethereforenotmap-transcendingnddo notinterestinglyexercisethe ATT-MetaapproachThe
mostcomplex examplesaretypically very elaboratenesin refinedliterary works,whereador thepurposes
of thisreportl ammoreinterestedn mundanediscourse.

For eachexamplethereis a Figure at the end of the report depictingthe computationalprocessing
sketchedn thetext.

4.1 I|deasasPossessions

I’'ve inheritedhis thoughtsandideas.But I’ ve got some[thoughts/ideasdf my own.

[Thiswassaidby thenew manageof afootball club,and*his” refersto thepreviousmanage}?

| assumehat possessionf anideamapsto both entertainmenof the ideaand(whenthe ideais a propo-
sition) to believing it. Thelattercouldbe defeatedn a particularcaseby additionalknovledgeevenif the
formeris not, but | will assuméherethatit is not defeated.

SeeFigure2. Theunderstandezaninferin thepretenceocoonusingsimplesource-domaiknowvledge
aboutinheritance that the nev managetasgainedpossessionf the (thoughtsand)ideas. But gain of
possessiomapsto starting to entertainand normally startingto believe the idea, becausef the Event-
ShapeVNMA. Therefore the approacktanproducewhatis clearlythe maininformationalcontritution of
thefirst sentencén theexample.

Prototypically when one inherits somethingfrom someonethe latter personhasdied. Being dead
impliesbeingdefunctin ones previousrelevantrole (thatof parentsay),andthereforeby the Functionand
NegationVNMAs, the systemcaninfer in our examplethatthe old manageis now defunctasregardshis
previousrelevantrole (thatof beinga managenf theclubin question).

Thereis afurtherinformationalcontritutionthatshouldbediscussedSupposéhatin thesource-domain
of possessioit is the casethatif X inheritsY from Z then,usually Z believed thatthis would happenor
intendedit to happen. Then,the ATT-Meta approachcould defeasiblyinfer in the pretencecocoonthat
the old football manageibelieved thatthe nev managemvould inherit his ideas,or intendecdhim to do so.
Therefore by the Mental StatesVNMA, it follows with somedegreeof uncertaintythat the old manager
believed or intendedthat the nev onewould entertain/beliee his (the old manages) ideas. It strikesme
thatthiswould be areasonablénferencellt is, of coursedefeasible.

Finally, theword “inherit” couldbeclaimedto suggesthatthe nev managehadsomespecialrelation-
ship to the old one,asa metaphorical'son” perhaps.The new onemay have learneda lot from or have
beentrainedby the old one. The inferring of a specialrelationshipof this sort would not arisefrom the
IDEAS AS POSSESSION$appingtogetherwith VNMAs. However, it would ariseif the understander
alsopossessed metaphoricaliew of PUPILAS CLOSEDEPENDANT (usinga broadsenseof pupil). If
it wereinferredin thepretencecocoonthatthe new managemwasa closedependantf theold, thenit could
beinferredthatin reality spacenewastheold ones pupil.

2BBC Radio4: interviev during“Today” nevs programme2 March1995.



4.2 IdeasasPersonsor Other Animate Beings

(2) But [Sara]couldnt look at the whole [mental]image—justjigsav piecesof it. Shesaw
their mouths,hungryandafraid, but thenherthoughtspanicled andranaway. [“Their” refers
to Saraandafriend, notto thejigsaw pieces

In the secondsentencethe clausestartingat “but then” usesa familiar view of IDEAS AS PERSONSOR
OTHER ANIMATE BEINGS. (The partbeforethis clauseis a very interestingexampleof metapharbut
too comple to commenon here.)l assumeahatanaspecbf IDEAS AS PERSONSOR ... is thatphysical
closenessf theideaquapersonto theagentmapsto theagententertainingheidea.

SeeFigure3. The“ran away” implies,by source-domaineasoningthattherewasclosenesbutit ended.
So, by thejust-mentionednappingtogethemwith the Event-Shap&NMA, the persorwasentertaininghe
ideabut thenceasedo. Therapidity of the runningeventitself impliesrapidity of the closeness-cessatio
in the sourcedomain,andthis rapidity would alsomapto rapidity of the cessatiorof mentalentertaining,
by the DurationVNMA.

The questionof the panicis more subtleanddifficult. It is not clearwhetherit is appropriatefor the
understandeto infer thatthe agentherselfpanicled. If it is, our approactprovidesno immediatebasisfor
theinference Thisis becaus¢hethoughtsdonotthemselesmapto ary agent preventingthe Mental States
VNMA cominginto play andallowing the panicof thethoughtso bemappedlt is possiblethattherole of
the panickingis actuallypurelyto stresswithin the pretencethe urgeny andrapidity of therunning-avay.
This extra rapidity would be carriedover by the DurationVNMA applicationalreadymentioned.Urgengy
is avaluejudgmentandcouldthereforebe mappedy the Value-Judgmer NMA.

| wouldalsoclaimthat“panickedandranaway” couldbetreatedasa unitaryevent(albeitwith two sub-
events),correspondingo somesingleunanalyzednentaleventin the target domain,given that panicking
andrunningaway commonlygo togetheiin ordinaryexperience Thereis no needto postulateawo different
eventsin the taget domain,correspondingo two eventsin the sourcedomain. However, the issuetakes
us into the differentareaof how eventsimplied by naturallanguageutterancesreto be individuated,a
difficulty thatis not peculiarto metaphoricatoncerns.

4.3 ldeasasExternal Entities

In theprevioussubsectionweimplicitly treatedheideasasanimatebeingsexternalto theagen@andrunning
away from her (thougha more complex analysiswould have beenthatthey wererunningin a mind-qua
physical-spaceway from the persons consciousself). Thereforewe weretreatingthe exampleasusing
alsothe more generalmetaphoricaview of IDEAS AS EXTERNAL ENTITIES. The external entitiesin
this view areusuallybut not necessarilyphysicalobjects. The mappingrelationshipused,in the previous
subsectionbetweerphysicalclosenesandmentalentertainmentf anideais inheritedfrom this view. An
inanimateexampleof the moregeneraliew is:

| setthe notion aside,but | hada feeling it was going to stick to me with a certainburrlike
tenacity’

SeeFigure4. A physicalobjectthatis stickingto a persoris asaresultcloseto the personpy default, and
hindersbeingremoved. The burr-like tenacitysenesto emphasizéhis hindranceandthe longevity of the

3patti Davis, Bondaye, p.128.New York: Poclet Books(Simon& Schuster)1994.Populamovel.
4SueGrafton,| is for Innocentp.182.London: PenguinBooks,1993.Populardetectie novel.



sticking. Thelongevity andresistanceouldbe mappedy the DurationandCausatio’”/NMAs. But since
thestickingis actuallyreportedn thefuturetenseandalsowithin “a feeling” of the personwe alsoneedto
exploit the Mental StatesVNMA. Thenwe getthe informationalcontrilution thatthe personhasa feeling
that sheis goingto be consciouslyconsideringthe notion for a long time andthat the notionwill hinder
attemptgo stopthis entertaining.

4.4 CognizingasSeeing

It was difficult to concentrate. Someonehad turnedthe dials up and the whole room was
writhing with cloudsof steamswirling in [Matthen’s] eyes,his mind >

Becausesteamis saidto be swirling in Matthev’s mind, his mind is beingviewed by meansof MIND AS
PHYSICAL SFACE. It is commonfor this view to becombinedwith aform of COGNIZING AS SEEING,
wherewhatis seenis mentalimagesinsidethe mind-spaceln this form of COGNIZING AS SEEINGthe
seeingis mappedo consciousconsideratiorof the situationsdepictedby theimages.The “seeing”within
theagents mindis (I claim)doneby theagents consciouself. Thisimaginaryperson-lile entityis claimed
by Barnden& Lee(2001aj)to beimplicatedin mary usesof MIND AS PHYSICAL SFACE, whetheror not
they alsoinvolve seeingwithin the space.

For the presentexample,secondsentencethe understandecaninfer within the pretencecocoonthat
the steampreventsthe consciousself being ableto seeproperly SeeFigure5. Thus, by the Causation
VNMA, theunderstanderanobtaintheinformationalcontritutionthatthesteanpreventsproperconscious
consideratiorfof the statef affairsatissuein the surroundingcontext).

Notice alsothat this informationalcontrikution is an elaborationof the previous statementn the dis-
coursethatthe agentfoundit difficult to concentrate Sinceelaborationis a commondiscourse-cohereac
relation(Hobbs,1985),we have agoodexamplehereof how onesentencéthefirst) couldsuggestareason-
ing goalfor guidingthe productionof informationalcontrikutionsfrom another(thesecond) Thisis in line
with thediscourse-queryigbcted aspecbf the ATT-Metaapproaclasexpressedn Barnden& Lee(2001a).

4.5 Mind asAnimate Beingor Living Body

[Rose]thought,[Gerard]is sick, heis sick, heis poisoneday thosethoughts py thoseterrible
thoughts®

This usesthe familiar view of MIND AS ANIMATE BEING OR LIVING BODY. If we assumehatthis
mapsbodily functioningto mentalfunctioning,thenthe CausationChangeandValue-Judgmen?NMAs
will mapa causatiorof undesirablanodificationof bodily functioningto causatiorof undesirablanodifi-
cationof mentalfunctioning. SeeFigure6. The source-domaimeasoningconsistsof inferring causation,
by theterriblethoughts of undesirablanodificationof the bodily functioningfrom the poisoning.Finally,
the sentencas aboutRoses thoughtaboutGerards state,not directly abouthis state. The Mental States
VNMA senesto enablethe wrappingof everythingwithin the pretencecocoonwithin a “Rosethought”
layerto be carriedoverto reality-space.

SWendyPerriam Born of Woman,p.129.London: Flamingo(HarperCollins), 1993. Popular/literarynovel.
8Iris Murdoch, The Bookand the Brotherhood p.483. London: PenguinBooks,1988. Italics in original. Literary novel, but
passageouldbein mundandext by my estimation.



4.6 Mind asPhysical Object—Other Cases

It wasonly momentunthatkeptAlice’s gearsof thoughtandanalysisgrinding pastary practi-
cal application’

Thisuseghefamiliarview of MIND AS MACHINE, whichis aspecialcaseof MIND AS PHYSICAL OB-
JECT | assumehatonemaininformationalcontrikution, arisingfrom “momentunt, is thatAlice’s thinking
actvity upto therelevantpointin time causecherto continuethinking (without practicalapplication).

SeeFigure 7. Source-domaimeasoningeadsto the conclusionthat Alice’s mind-machinekept on
goingbut againstheresistancef the geargrinding. The causeof this wasthe “momentunt. Thisimplies
thatthe machines runningup to this pointis the causeof the continuedrunning. | assumehat, underthe
metaphoricaliew, runningof the machinemapsto mentalfunctioning. Thenwith the aid of the Event-
ShapeandCausatio’’VNMAs we getthe mentionednformationalcontritution.

Also, thegeargrinding suggestin the sourcedomainthatthemachinds tendingto stop. Thistendenyg
mapsto atendenyg of Alice’s mindto stopfunctioning,becaus®f the Event-Shap&NMA.

5 Conclusion

Thereport,in combinationwith others(Barnden& Lee,2001a,b) hasshavn thatthe ATT-Metaapproach
canderve, at least,whatarearguably the mostimportantinformationalcontrilbutionsfrom real-discourse
metaphorexamplesbasedon the most commonly-usedmetaphoricalviews representedn the databank
(Barndenn.d.).

Theevaluationwasrestrictedo mundandor atleastpotentiallymundane)non-sidelinedmap-transcending
utterancedasedon familiar metaphoricaviews, astheseutterancesare the maintamet of the ATT-Meta
approachClearly asl have treatedonly oneexampleperview in thisreport,andas! do not claimthatthe
databanks statisticallyrepresentate in ary case the evaluationis limited andmerelysuggestie, but the
obvious wide diversity of contentof the examplesprovidesa measureof assuranceéhatthe approackhis a
promisingonein general.

In particular thereportgivessuggestie groundsfor supposinghatthe AT T-Metaapproacts default of
trying notto do map-etensionis on theright track. Theinformationextractedfrom theexampleutterances
did notrequireary map-etension,eventhoughthe mappingrelationshipghatareassumedo form partof
themetaphoricaviews involvedin the utterancesireextremelylimited in number

Thereportdid notneedto go beyondthe particularview-neutralmappingadjunctssuggesteéh Barnden
& Lee(2001a).In fact,the presenteportdid not needthe whole setincludedthereon theoreticagrounds.

6 Acknowledgments

Theresearclis beingsupportedy grantGR/M64208rom the EngineeringandPhysicalSciencefResearch
Council (UK).

7 JaneSmiley, DuplicateKeys, p.206.London: Flamingo(HarperCollins), 1996.Populamovel.



7 References

BarndenJ.A. (1997).Consciousnesandcommon-sensmetaphor®f mind. In S. O’Nuallain, P. McKevitt
& E. Mac Aogain (Eds), Two Science®f Mind: Readingsn Cognitive ScienceAnd Consciousness,
pp.311-340Amsterdam/PhiladelphiatohnBenjamins.

Barnden,J.A. (1998a). An Al systemfor metaphoricareasoningaboutmentalstatesin discourse. In
Koenig,J-P (Ed.), Discouseand Cognition: Bridging the Gap, pp.167-188Stanford CA: CSLI.

Barnden,J.A. (1998b). Combininguncertainbelief reasoningand uncertainmetaphoibasedreasoning.
In Procs. TwentiethAnnual Meeting of the Cognitive ScienceSociety pp.114-119. Mahwah, N.J.:
LawrenceErlbaumAssociates.

Barnden,J.A. (2001).Applicationof the AT T-Metametaphotunderstading approacho selectedxamples
from Goatly TechnicalReportCSRP-01-01Schoolof ComputerScience TheUniversity of Birming-
ham,U.K.

BarndenJ.A. (n.d.). ATT-MetaProjectDatabank.
http://www.cs.b ham.ac. uk/~ ja b/ ATT-Met a/ Datab ank.

BarndenJ.A. (in press).The utility of reversediransfersn metaphar To appeaiin Procs. Twenty-Thid
AnnualMeetingof the Cognitive ScienceSociety(Edinburgh, August2001).LawrenceErlbaum.

Barnden,J.A., Helmreich,S., Iverson,E. & Stein,G.C. (1996). Artificial intelligenceand metaphorof
mind: within-vehiclereasoningndits benefits Metaphorand SymbolicActivity, 11(2), pp.101-123.

Barnden,J.A. & Lee, M.G. (1999). An implementedcontext systemthat combinesbelief reasoning,
metaphotbasedeasoningnduncertaintyhandling.In P. BouquetP. Brezillon& L. Serafini(Eds),Sec-
ond Internationaland Interdisciplinary Confeenceon Modelingand Using Context (CONTEXT’99),
Lectue Notesin Artificial Intelligence 1688 pp.28—41Springer

BarndenJ.A. & Lee,M.G. (2001a).Understandinggpen-endedisagesf familiar conceptuametaphors:
An approachand artificial intelligencesystem. TechnicalReport CSRP—01-05Schoolof Computer
ScienceTheUniversityof Birmingham,U.K.

Barnden,J.A. & Lee, M.G. (2001b). Application of the ATT-Meta metaphounderstanithg systemto an
exampleof MIND PARTSAS PERSONSTechnicaReportCSRP-01-0%choolof ComputelScience,
TheUniversity of Birmingham,U.K.

Goatly A. (1997).Thelanguaye of metaphos. LondonandNew York: Routledge.

Hobbs,J.R.(1985). On the coherencandstructureof discourse ReportNo. CSLI-85-37 Centerfor the
Studyof Languageandinformation,StanfordUniversity Calif., USA.

Lakoff, G. (1994). The MasterMetaphorList. http://cogsci. berk ele y. edu. University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley.

Lee,M.G. & BarndenJ.A. (2001). Mentalmetaphorgrom the MasterMetaphorList: Empiricalexamples
and the applicationof the ATT-Meta system. TechnicalReport CSRP-01-03School of Computer
ScienceTheUniversityof Birmingham,U.K.

10



metaphorical utterance
PRETENCE COCOON

source-based meaning

REALITY SPACE

>

reasoning steps within pretence
are largely
in terms of the source domain,

but can involve any domain

Figurel: General nature of reasoningin the ATT-Meta approach. The bold box shavs the pretence
cocoon.Bold arronvs shav the actionof mappingrelationshipspbetweensource-domaitnformationin the
pretencecocoonandtarget-domairinformationin reality. (Target-to-sourcenappingactionsareallowedin
theapproachfor reasongxplainedin Barndenjn press An exampleoccursin Barnden(2001: Figure10).)
Otherarrans, apartfrom the oneatthetop, shawv reasoningactionswithin reality or within the pretence.



“The new manager (N) has inherited some ideas (I) from the old manager (0).”

PRETENCE COCOON

N inherited | from O

started to be the case: started to be the case:

N possessing | N believing |

——

O now dead

——

O now defunct

O now defunct

N was close dependant of O N was pupil of O

Figure2: IdeasasPossessionsTheFootballInheritance In thisandlaterfigures,amappingarrow labelled
VNMA or VNMAs shaws the action of one or more view-neutralmappingadjuncts. A mappingarron
markedwith a circle shavs the actionof a mappingrelationshipspecificto a particularmetaphoricaliew,
hereIDEAS AS POSSESSIONSr PUPIL AS CLOSEDEPENDANT. The source-basetheaningof the
utterances shavn in asmallbox nearthetop of thediagram.Thepropositionswithin thecocoonboxandto
its right areEnglishglosse®f expressionsn someinternalrepresentatioachemeausedby theunderstander
Tensein the Englishglossess actuallyhandledby the Time-Orde®VNMA (togethemwith identity mapping
of thepresentime point). Thereforethemappingarrovs markedby acircle asview-specificoftenrepresent
in actualitythecombinedoperationof a view-specificmappingrelationshipandthe Time-Orde?lVNMA. In
thefiguresonly a selectionof the possiblepropositionsandinferentiallinks areshavn.



“Gara’s thoughts (T) panicked and ran aW&,V"

T panicked
T ran away from Sara

quickly & urgently: quickly & urgently:
stopped being the case: stopped being the case:

T being close to Sara Sara entertaining T

PRETENCE COCOON

Figure3: IdeasasPersonsor Other Animate Beings. ThePanidky Thoughts.



“Sue feels the notion (N) will stick to her with burr-like tenacity”

Sue feels:
N will stick to her with burr-like tenacity

Sue feels: Sue feels:
it will be the case: it will be the case:
for a long time: for a long time:
N being close to Sue Sue entertaining N
N resisting removal from Sue
Sue feels: Sue feels:
it will be the case: it will be the case:
for a long time: for a long time:
N hindering: N hindering:
becoming the case: becoming the case:
NOT: NOT:
N being close to Sue Sue entertaining N
PRETENCE COCOON

Figure4: IdeasasExternal Entities. TheBurr-Like Notion.



“The steam was swirling in Matthew’s mind”

{ The steam was swirling in M’s mind

1

M’s mind is a physical region
AA

M’s conscious self (MCS)

is a person
AA

MCS is in the main part of
M’s mind

The steam prevents: The steam prevents:
following holding to a high degree: foll. holding to a high degree:
MCS seeing images in M’s mind M consciously considering
the situtations
imaged

PRETENCE COCOON

Figure5: Cognizingas Seeing Steamylrhoughts.Thearrovs marked AA depictapplicationof “ancillary
assumptionsthatform partof the metaphoricaliew of MIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE. Suchassumptions
arefurtherdiscussedn Barnden& Lee(2001a).



“Rose thought that Gerard was poisoned by the thoughts (T)”

Rose thought:
T has poisoned Gerard

\

Rose thought: Rose thought:

T has caused: T has caused:
undesirable modification to: undesirable modification to:

Gerard’s bodily functioning Gerard’s mental functioning

PRETENCE COCOON

Figure6: Mind asAnimate Beingor Living Body. Mind Poison.



“Momentum kept Alice’s gears of thought grinding”

momentum caused:
continue to be the case:

A’s gears of thought grinding

/ l
A’s gears of thought hinder:

A’s mind running

VNMASs

Tends to cease: Tends to cease:
A’s mind running A’s mind functioning

7\
\
momentum caused:
continuing to be the case:

A’s mind running

7\
\/

—

A’s mind’s previous running A’s mind previous functioning
caused: caused:

continuing to be the case: continuing to be the case:

A’s mind running A’s mind functioning

PRETENCE COCOON

Figure7: Mind asPhysical Object—Other Cases:Mind asMachine. Gears of Thought.



